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ing laws, such laws may be altered, amended, or repealed without 
affecting the binding force of the contract so long as a sufficient 
remedy is left for its enforcement. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Constitutional Law, Cent. Dig. 
§ 271; Dec. Dig. § 113.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 213.] 

3. Constitutional Law (§ 171*) — Impairing Obligation of Contract 
—Limitation of Actions.— Act March 9, 1906 (Acts 1906, c. 112) § 
39, providing that no provision in any policy of insurance limiting 
the time within which a suit may be brought to less than one year 
after loss shall be valid, does not impair the obligation of an insur- 
ance contract made before the passage of the act, and requiring any 
action thereon to be brought within six months after loss the Leg- 
islature having power to shorten the peiiod of limitation, leaving 
always a reasonable time within which to invoke a remedy for a 
breach of contract, or to prolong the period where the right to 
plead it has not accrued. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Constitutional Law, Dec. Dig. 
§ 171.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 224.] 

Error to Circuit Court, Northumberland County. 

Action by George H. Smith and another, partners trading as 
Smith & Marsh, against the Northern Neck Mutual Fire As- 
sociation of Virginia. Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff 
brings error. Reversed, and new trial grante'd. 

R. 0. N orris and T. J. Downing, for appellant. 
Asa S. Rice and Frank G. Newbill, for appellee. 



GIBNEY & CO. v. ARLINGTON BREWERY CO. 
March 9, 1911. 
[70 S. E. 485.] 

1. Contracts (§ 23*) — Offer — Acceptance. — As an offerer may pre- 
scribe any conditions as to time, place, mode of acceptance, or other 
matters, an acceptance, to conclude an agreement, must meet and 
correspond with the offer in every respect. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Contracts, Cent. Dig. §§ 96-99; 
Dec. Dig. § 23.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 322.] 

2. Sales (§ 23*) — Contracts — Offer — Acceptance. — A buyer of sev- 
eral car loads of malt, only the last of which was satisfactory, 
offered to buy 5,000 bushels at a specified price, the same to be as 
the last car shipped. The seller, knowing of the buyer's objections 
to the other car loads, accepted by letter providing for shipping the 
"same malt as we have been delivering," and fixing the time of pay- 

*For other cases see same topic and section NUMBER in Dec. 
Dig. & Am. Dig. Key No. Series & Rep'r Indexes. 
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ment. Held, that there was no meeting of the minds because the 
acceptance did not meet the offer. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Sales, Cent. Dig. § 47; Dec. Dig. 
§ 23.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 322.] 

3. Sales (§ 180*) — Contracts — Partial Delivery and Acceptance. — 
The buyer denying in good faith its liability under the alleged con- 
tract of sale, but receiving and paying for the part of the malt de- 
livered by the seller to avoid any litigation concerning the same, 
did not incur an obligation to receive the other malt it had offered 
to take. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Sales, Cent. Dig. §§ 469-472; Dec. 
Dig. § 180.*] 

Appeal from Circuit Court, Alexandria County. 

Action by Gibney & Co. against the Arlington Brewery Com- 
pany. From a judgment for defendant, plaintiff appeals. Af- 
firmed. 

/. K. M. Norton, for appellant. 

Moore, Barbour & Keith and R. C. L. Moncure, for appellee. 



SOUTHERN MUT. AID ASS'N et al. v. BLOUNT et al. 
Maich 9, 1911. 
[70 S. E. 487.] 

1. Corporations (§ 83*) — Cancellation of Stock — Grounds. — That 
preferred stock in a corporation was issued for a consideration 
growing out of a scheme to suppress bidding at a public sale can- 
not be relied on as a ground for canceling the stock which has passed 
into the hands of third persons. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Corpoiations, Cent. Dig. §§ 328- 
336; Dec. Dig. § 83.* 6 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 484; 11 Va.-W. Va. 
Enc. Dig. 886.] 

2. Contracts (§ 138*) — Illegal Contracts — Enforcement. — A party 
to an illegal contract cannot set up a case in which he must neces- 
sarily disclose an illegal purpose as the groundwork of his claim. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Contracts, Cent. Dig. §§ 681-700; 
Dec. Dig. § 138.* 7 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 280, 293; 9 Va.-W. Va. 
Enc. Dig. 733, 739.] 

3. Insurance (§ 47*) — Consolidation of Companies — Rights of 
Stockholders. — Where the business and property of an insurance 
company were taken possession of by another insurance company 
and individuals, who so dealt therewith that it would be impossi- 
ble to have the business of the former company restored or its pres- 
ent value ascertained, ascertaining the value of preferred stock of 

*For other cases see same topic and section NUMBER in Dec. 
Dig. & Am. Dig. Key No. Series & Rep'r Indexes. 



